Although Siberian ethnography was an open and international field at the turn of the 20th century, from about 1930 until the late 1980s Siberia was for the most part closed to foreigners and therefore to Western ethnographers. This allowed Soviet ethnographers to establish a virtual monopoly on Siberian field sites. Soviet and Western anthropology developed during that period in relative isolation from one another, allowing methodologies and theoretical approaches to diverge. During glasnost' and after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Siberian field was reopened and field studies were conducted by several Western ethnographers. The resulting encounter between Western and former Soviet ethnographers in the 1980s and 1990s produced a degree of cultural shock as well new challenges and opportunities on both sides. This is an experiential account of the mood of these newly reunited colleagues at the turn of the 21 st century.
Soviet ethnography's theoretical orientation during the early post-war years was largely defined by the issue of 'ethnogenesis', the reconstruction of the origin and early history of particular ethnic groups. Other key concepts were signified by the terms 'economic-cultural type ' and 'historical-ethnographic province' (Levin and Cheboksarov 1955) , which demonstrated a strange combination of diffusionism and Marxism. Later, in the 1960s, the new director of the Institute of Ethnography, Iulian Bromlei, developed the so-called 'etnos theory ' (e.g., Bromlei 1973) , which put further emphasis on the supposed stability of cultural features while highlighting the impact of socioeconomic formations. 8 This conceptual vehicle defined most of the more theoretically inclined contributions to
Siberian studies in the 1970s and 1980s, especially in the emerging field of 'ethnosociology', which focused on changing family structures, the social mobility of ethnic groups, the frequency of inter-ethnic marriages, etc. (and which often assumed the emergence of a 'Soviet etnos' as a result of those processes). Despite all the emphasis on 'ethnogenesis' and 'ethnic processes', the issue of 'ethnic conflict' was -for obvious political reasons -almost entirely absent from the field of Soviet (and Siberian) ethnography.
Enter 'The Foreigners'
Although in the 1930s the claustrophobic closure of the field to foreigners had marked a radical change of direction, by the 1980s the almost complete absence of foreign researchers in Siberia (many parts of which had become 'closed' regions that even Soviet citizens had to have permission to enter) was taken entirely for granted. Finnish and Hungarian anthropologists, who had played a major role in early Siberian ethnography between the 1840s and the Russian Revolution (Schweitzer 2001: 122ff) 1999:8) . Their relatively brief field trips were arranged through official channels, and they were closely supervised (although each managed to get at least some time free to talk to local people without a supervisor present). 9 Then, starting in the late 1980s and increasing in the early 1990s, these faint ripples on the smooth surface of social anthropological research in Siberia multiplied, disturbing the accustomed tranquillity of this landscape as more ethnographers began to appear from abroad. Many of these 'foreigners' were young people, graduate students of anthropology, intrigued by the unexpected new opportunities for gaining access to field sites that heretofore could only be explored in the imagination. Some of them came well funded, especially towards mid-decade as funding agencies supported new programs for post-Soviet research. Even without generous grants, their foreign currency stretched very far at a time when the ruble was undergoing extreme deflation. Meanwhile, by the early 1990s, funding for Russian field research, which had been generous in the past, had all but disappeared (in fact, funding of all kinds was cut or severely curtailed, meaning publications could not be issued, and library collections became drastically out of date). Russian (Soviet) ethnographers, whose main themes were connected with the past and 'traditional' forms of culture, the study of disappearing material and spiritual culture, ethnogenesis and ethnic history, Western anthropologists were concerned almost exclusively with contemporary phenomena: contemporary problems of reindeer herding, contemporary social change, contemporary ethnic identity and national conflict, questions of power and gender relations in contemporary communities of indigenous inhabitants. The appearance of these themes, and the corresponding publications and scientific conferences that explored them, were also part of the essential transformation in the 'landscape' of Siberian research.
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Yet another innovation consisted in the fact that the appearance of 'foreigners' in Siberia began to alter a relationship between ethnographers and those whom they studied that had remained unchanged for decades. For example, Tishkov (1998:4) relates an anecdote about one senior Siberian scholar who encountered a negative change in her informants' attitude toward her after a 'jump-in-jump-out' visit by North American visual anthropologists who had left behind video equipment for the use of the local community.
Such anecdotes reveal the sense of disruption felt by Soviet Siberianists. In some sense, one can say that in the Soviet period Siberia was 'divided up' between researchers from Moscow, Leningrad, Novosibirsk, Tomsk, Yakutsk and a few other cities. There was an unspoken convention of securing for each researcher his or her own region, language or ethnic group. In purely logistical terms it might be argued that, since there were only a few researchers and the territory to be studied was enormous, ethnographers had to distribute themselves widely if all of Siberia was to be represented in science. 16 But to some extent this division of labour was consciously reinforced, for reasons that were perhaps more careerist than scientific. Intentional or unintentional violators of the convention were sometimes 'put in their place' rather strictly and warned about the potential consequences of encroaching 'in someone else's garden.' Yet in the 1990s, alongside almost every Russian ethnographer, one Western colleague (or competitor, depending on one's point of view) appeared as a kind of shadow, working in the very same regions, in the very same towns, often simultaneously (two of the authors found themselves in this very situation in Chukotka in 1996). If there had ever been any idea of a 'natural monopoly' of Russian scholars to their 'own' people, region or language, this came to an end.
And, finally, with the appearance in Siberia of foreign scholars, the theoretical uniformity of Soviet (Russian) ethnography was encroached upon by a dizzying theoretical plurality. In the Soviet period, the theory of etnos was (like it or not)
'unanimously' endorsed, and all worked, whether out of fear or out of conscience, within irreversibly become an international sphere of knowledge, and it is clear that this reinternationalisation will only be strengthened in the future.
So who owns it, then?
It was against this background that a few members of the now international community of Siberian ethnographers, who had themselves witnessed and participated in these changes, were inspired to come up with the idea of organizing a workshop, to gather together Russian and Western ethnographers of Siberia and try to answer a single question. The question was not really 'who owns Siberian ethnography' but rather 'Where do we stand?' The emotional shock of those initial encounters in the 1990s had passed by this time, and scholars from both sides of the former divide were able to take a more detached view of the issues at hand, looking toward the future. Nineteen Siberian specialists participated in the workshop, half of them from Russia and half from Europe and North America, and many of them brought two or three of their own graduate students. The participants were asked (to the perplexity of many) not to prepare formal papers, but instead each was assigned a broad topic, and asked to make a brief presentation outlining what s/he saw as the key issues surrounding that topic. It was emphasized that the presentations should be informal, should rely upon the personal experience of the presenter, and should not shy away from being provocative (see Appendix I). In the intimacy and informality of this gathering, participants felt comfortable stating -in some cases with considerable humour -the lingering resentments and disappointments of their experiences in the 1990s. A distinctive collage of thoughts, ideas, and opinions developed over the three days of intensive discussions, but three areas of concern emerged as central: 1) the object of research; 2) the theories and methods of research; and 3) the ethical aspects of field work. The remainder of this paper seeks to capture some of the views raised at the workshop regarding these concerns. Far from seeking to exhaust these issues, the goal is to share what was a limited conversation with a wider community of scholars, with the hope of inspiring further reflection on the past of Siberian ethnography and discussion of its future development.
The Object of Research
Territory or 'people.' In Russia, ethnographic methods and the very program of ethnographic inquiry were established for the purpose of describing territories and the local groups found within them. However, in Soviet ethnography these methods and approaches were applied to etnosy or ethnic groups, which created a problem when trying to describe peoples that were either distributed across a large territory (such as Evens, Evenkis, and Nentsy) or situated in close contact with others (such as Yukagirs, Nanais, and Selkups). The result has been a tendency to artificially circumscribe groups spatially and ethnically, treating very different local communities as a single people while bracketing out complicating factors such as the mixing of communities. For Western anthropologists, the territorial approach to defining the object of study is more the custom -thus the object of study is just as likely to be Chukotka as the Chukchi (who may also be found in Magadan and Sakha), or a village with an ethnically mixed population. Many
Russian ethnographers find this to be a welcome lifeline out of the etnos box. However, workshop participants agreed that defining the object of study (whether as a territory or as a people) is not the end of the matter, for what is needed is not mere description, but analytical study of the practices of the people themselves.
Indigenous population or entire population. Following from the above, it is a rather more difficult matter for some Russian ethnographers to see non-indigenous peoples as being a potential object of study, since they previously took it for granted that their object of study as ethnographers was to be the indigenous population. This has been a bias in Western ethnography as well, and the fact that in most studies of Siberia to date the non-indigenous population appears peripherally, if at all, is evidence that the bias has not been completely shaken. Clearly, contemporary Siberia is a complex field, and cannot be boiled down to a simple dichotomy between indigenous and non-indigenous ('incomer') populations (as was most convincingly argued by the students at the workshop). In any given region of Siberia, there will be other social actors besides the indigenous population who are significant players in the social field and are bracketed out only at the risk of creating a distorted and idealized picture of the indigenous people of the area. Local authorities, local industrialists ('oilmen'), Russian Old Settlers, the permanent Russian population ('locals'), the temporary Russian population ('incomers'), all factor to varying degrees in the social constellation of Siberian communities. Whether these are studied in contrast to the indigenous populations, or in their own right, one and the same social anthropological method remains appropriate to all. Moreover, the same ethical principles for studying the indigenous population should also be applied to other categories of the population. This idea -that non-indigenous and even urban populations in Siberian cities should become the subject of social anthropological research to no less a degree than indigenous and rural populations -ran as a common thread through many of the discussions.
Balancing 'emic' and 'etic'. Western researchers, newly arriving in Siberia, experience difficulty in distinguishing two elements that are today a part of any 'northern' culture: that culture's own characteristics and those elements of it that are generally Russian (Soviet). For the Western researcher, all observable facts are taken as indications of the culture under study. By contrast, Russian ethnographers, owing to the fact that they grew up in and were moulded by Russian society, immediately recognize in northern cultures that general Russian element (that is, elements of Russian/Soviet culture that were introduced into the cultures of indigenous peoples), and they dismiss it as nonessential. In both cases, something is being lost -neither manages to capture the dynamic 
Community. One important and sometimes problematic concept that Western
anthropology brought into Siberian ethnography is community, a shorthand way of referring to a complex phenomenon. This concept is not only difficult to translate (the Russian is obshchina, which is not exactly equivalent to 'community'), but the very content of it also varies as, for example, between Siberia and the Canadian arctic. What is a community, and how does one know when a community has been located? Is a community an empirical object in space and time, or a construction, either of the researcher (who must define the limits of study somehow) or of other forces (such as state agencies and NGOs who need a defined object to fit the delimitations of a 'project').
As it turns out, many 'communities' in Siberia -'obshchiny korennogo naseleniia' -were created relatively recently and artificially (during the forced relocations of the 1960s, or even later, during the destruction of the state farms in the early 1990s). More recently, indigenous peoples are seeking to define themselves as self-contained obshchiny, in an effort to exert more local autonomy and achieve local self-government (Fondahl et al. 2001; Gray 2001; Sirina 1999) . However, singling out 'communities of indigenous peoples' is a dubious and to some extent artificial exercise insofar as these communities have a mixed character in many parts of Siberia and include both the permanent Russian population as well as Russian Old Settlers (Vakhtin et al. 2004 ).
Also at issue here is the concept of collaborating with communities, which has become very popular with funding agencies. But does one really collaborate with a community or with individuals in a community? Any community will contain diverse interests, making it difficult for a single researcher to claim s/he is collaborating with 'the' community. Care must be taken not to reify community in such a way that these diverse interests are obscured. of Siberians today seems to necessitate touching on this dysfunctional aspect, yet it is a delicate issue of representation. Many other Arctic communities do not want these negative aspects to be made public, seeing it as a kind of bad press for their communities.
Theory and
Yet public discussion and analysis of these problems is crucial to understanding and ameliorating them.
Looking Towards the Future
One of the main achievements of the seminar was that almost all participants were able to bring with them junior scholars working or preparing to work in Siberia. These young scholars clearly had their own ideas about the scope and future directions of Siberian ethnography. After the closing of the conference, one of the Russian graduate students said with a shade of surprise, addressing a group of her older colleagues:
'Strange that your generation takes this situation -the openness of Siberia for foreigners, the wide scale of joint research, the necessity to study contemporary phenomena, the necessity to obtain grants from international foundations to guarantee one's own workas something new and unusual. For us it is perfectly normal: it could not be otherwise.'
The graduate students present at the workshop were exceptional, among the most talented entering the field today. However, some of the senior researchers present who had seen graduate student grant proposals (or Russians who had seen the students themselves when they visited their institutions) noted that the Russian research tradition was neglected by them, and that there was too much reliance on translations and little use of original sources. It was agreed that a minimum requirement for entering the field must be fluency in the Russian language, and students must be directed to review the original Russian language sources at least as thoroughly as the material published in their own languages.
By the same token, this implies that Russian-speaking graduate students must also be fluent enough in a foreign language to review non-Russian literature on Siberia.
Conclusion
One participant pointed out that, although the decade of the 1990s constituted a transnational moment in Siberian ethnography, it did not necessarily mark the beginning of a transnational research tradition (Schweitzer 2001) . What are transnational are the personal networks cultivated by researchers across all national boundaries, and this is not unique to late twentieth century ethnography -it has been true in all centuries.
Considering how far apart they were little more than a decade ago, in a very short time Russian and Western Siberianists have gone from not knowing each other very well to being very close to one another, and by this point they already need one another. This change has come through personal networks.
The 1990s was a period of unprecedented opening, a vigorous pendulum swing from the paranoid closure of the Soviet period. But there is no reason to assume that the openness will only increase from here on out -in fact there are already signs of drawing back and re-closure. However, given the 'Pandora's box' character of global communication, it would seem that these transnational personal networks will continue as long as participants wish to pursue them. A great deal of energy is being invested in reinforcing international ties, not only by cultivating personal contacts in the present, but also by Siberianists reminding one another -in some cases teaching one another -about their own common historical heritage.
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